At all periods of the world's history there has existed an order of minds which when confronted with great imaginative creations has refused to accept the simple fact of genius as an adequate explanation. Genius these minds have always regarded with suspicion or incredulity, and they have endeavoured to account for its achievements by causes, the operation of which has fallen within the range of their own experience or observation. For the exercise of ingenuity of this kind the question of the authoriship of the plays attributed to Shakespeare has always afforded a favourite field. That a "poor player", the son of an obscure tradesman in a remote country-town, should have created these masterpieces by the unaided operation of his mother wit was obviously impossible; some more intelligible explanation must necessarily be forthcoming, and if he really did write the poems and plays that have come down to us under his name, he must either have been learned in all the wisdom of the ancients, or else -he did not write them at all. Of the latter hypothesis from its inception in the middle of the last century to its latest preternatural development, and of all its mysterious cyphers and cryptograms the curious in such matters have perhaps heard enough for the present, and it may be a relief to turn our thoughts back to the elder theory, and to attempt to sketch its history from its rise amid the dawn of Shakespearian criticism to its collapse beneath the sturdy sense of Johnson and the pungent sarcasm of Farmer.
The honoured name of Dryden is the first in the history of Shakespearian criticism. Before his time scientific criticism, as far as our native literature is concerned, was non-existent. We have, it is true, the pioneer work of Sir Philip Sidney, Sir John Harington, and the other writers recently reprinted by M r Gregory Smith, but they were explorers in an unknown land, and as we watch them feeling their way towards the haven of definition amid the conflicting attractions of the orthodox traditions of the Renaissance and the rebellious instincts of Romanticism, we realize that their point of view is quite distinct from that of the critics of the later classical School, which coming into vogue with the Restoration reached its culminating point in Pope's famous Essay. With the Restoration French influences both in manners and in literature soon became paramount. Corneille and Racine usurped the place of Shakespeare and Jonson as the fashionable dramatic models of the day, and the Poetics of Aristotle, a work never even printed in England before the later days of the first James, ! ) became the common property of the literary critics through the medium of French translations and French interpretations. It was under these auspices, and as one of the foremost disciples of the new school that Dryden applied himself to the study of Shakespeare. That he was thoroughly imbued with the new doctrines there is no doubt: thus he writes of the restored Court as a refining influence on literature as follows:
"Now if any ask me whence it is that our conversation is so much refined, I must freely, and without flattery, ascribe it to the court; and in it particularly to the king, whose example gives a law to it. His own misfortunes, and the nation's, afforded him an opportunity, which is rarely allowed to sovereign princes; I mean of travelling, and being conversant in the most polished courts of Europe: and, thereby, cultivating a spirit, which was formed by nature to receive the impressions of a gallant and generous education. At his return he found a nation lost as much in barbarism as in rebellion.
And as the excellency of his nature forgave the one, so the excellency of his manners reformed the other.
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The desire of imitating so great a pattern, first awakened the dull, and heavy spirits of the English from their natural reservedness .... This being granted to be true, it would be a wonder if the poets, whose work is imitation, should be the only persons in three kingdoms, who should not receive advantage by it; or, if they should not more easily imitate the wit and conversation of the present age, than of the past."
"The wit and conversation of the present age" -there we have at once the essence and the excellence of the Restoration drama in a nutshell. For the first time in our literature the necessity was felt for some standard of taste, by which works of the imagination might be tested: in so far as they conformed to it they were refined and "correct", in so far as they departed from it they were "incorrect", rugged and bombastic. No wonder if the giants who wrote before the Civil War failed to pass this ordeal. "One would not talk of rules", writes Thomas Rymer, "or what is regular with ShaJcespear, or any followers in the Gang of the Strouling Fraternity". And again, "The Truth is, the author's [Shakespeare's] head was full of villainous, unnatural images, and history has only furnish'd him with great names, thereby to recommend them to the World, by writing over them, this is Brutus; this is Cicero; this is Caesar". The same altogether learned, but wholly unimaginative critic solemnly proposed to introduce the Greek Chorus on to the English stage, and recommended to Dryden a tragedy on the subject of the Spanish Armada with a Chorus of Spanish grandees in imitation of the Persae of ^Eschylus.
But it was only these extreme sticklers for the forms of antiquity that were blind to the genius of the Elizabethans. In spite of all their fault-finding on the score of "barbarism" and want of refinement the general attitude towards Shakespeare of all the critics from Dryden to Johnson is one of mingled admiration and astonishment. A "correct" age could never forgive his sins against the rules, but it was forced in very spite of itself to confess the magic of his spell. A writer of our own day has well said of Dryden, "his craving for a stable and rational rule is always crossing his deeper in- Now the salient feature of all this criticism is this, that its authors, like all later writers who have any claim to be heard on the subject, are agreed, that it is primarily on his fidelity to nature, that the preeminence of Shakespeare rests. It is to nature that he holds up the mirror, it is on the universal truth of nature that he founds himself; he is not the wouldbe artist, who passes off upon us the literal transcript of life as the true picture, who cannot restrain himself from giving as every transient and unessential detail with the accuracy )f a photograph; all the ephemeral stock-in-trade of the mere realist he thrusts aside, and like all the world's greatest poets lie gives us the picture that never fades, and therefore never ceases to please.
But the end thus attained, there remained the question of the means. Today with two centuries of painful study behind us, no one questions the fact that the secret of Shakespeare's success lay in his mastery over the true principles of his art: inspired as he was, it was not without long years of labour that he arrived at perfection, and his gradual triumph over the difficulties of his craft, both formal and material, is now one of the commonplaces of criticism. But formerly this was not the case. In the days of Dryden and of Pope the question of the chronological succession of the plays had not been mooted, and neither of these two great poets seems to have paid any serious attention to the study of Shakespeare's development as a dramatic artist. The former, it is true, gives it as his opinion that he produced Troilus and Cressida "in the Apprenticeship of his Writing", and grants that "in his latter plays he had worn off some of the rust"; and the latter observes that "the works of his riper years are manifestly raised above those of his former", but their ultimate solution of the enigma is to be found in such phrases of despair as, "he was naturally learn'd", or "the poetry of Shakespeare was inspiration indeed". This being the case, we are not surprised to find that their admiration is tempered by serious reservations: "He is many times flat and insipid", writes Dryden, "his Comick wit degenerates into clenches, his serious swelling into Bombast": "his whole style is so pestered with figurative expressions, that it is as affected as it is obscure": "He is the very Janus of poets; he wears, almost everywhere two faces: and you have scarce begun to admire the one, e're you despise the other". And Pope: "With all these great excellencies, he has almost as great defects; and ... as he has certainly written better, so he has perhaps written worse, than any other ": but the following passage sums up so admirably the attitude of the Augustan age that it deserves to be quoted at length: "I [Pope] will conclude by saying of Shakespeare, that with all his faults and with all the irregularity of his drama, one may look upon his works, in comparison, of those that are more finished and regular, as upon an ancient majestick piece of Gothick architecture, compared with a neat modern building: the latter is more elegant and glaring, but the former is more strong and more solemn. It must be allowed that in one of these there are materials enough to make many of the other. It has much the greater variety, and much the nobler apartments; though we are often conducted to them by dark, odd, and uncouth passages. Nor does the whole fail to strike us with greater reverence, though many of the parts are childish, ill-placed, and unequal to its grandeur."
It is easy for us, with our own riper scholarship to smile at the self-complacency of much of this criticism, of which we have only had space to quote a few specimens, but he would be a bold man who should venture to assert even now that there is not a substratum of truth underlying some of its strictures. We have seen that the fundamental supremacy of Shakespeare was emphatically recognised and clearly understood by the greater minds of the epoch in question; and for the rest we must remember that to a generation, which had but just succeeded in bringing to perfection the art of prose writing, and whose imaginative compositions w^ere tested by a French version, or perversion, of the rules of Aristotle, the writers of the previous age must necessarily have appeared barbarous and uncouth. "That their wit is great, and many times their expressions noble, envy itself cannot deny, but the times were ignorant in which they liv'd. Poetry was then, if not in its infancy among us, at least not arriv'd to its vigor and maturity." So writes Dryden, and little wonder if to him and to his contemporaries much of Shakespeare was unintelligible and full of "improprieties": to them our earlier literature, a few greater names excepted, was a sealed book: by a later generation it was opened, and the darkness was dispelled, but the days of the "black-letter gentry", of Steevens and Malone, were not as yet.
We have thus attempted to indicate the disadvantages under which the pioneers of Shakespearian criticism laboured. On the other hand the more learned among them brought to their task a far wider acquaintance with the byways of Greek and Latin literature than the ordinary scholar of the present day can boast, and in their eagerness to discover parallel passages in Shakespeare and the classics we may discern a 31* reluctance to believe that the literary perfection, which they could not but recognise, was attainable without the aid of the learning which they themselves possessed. The reader who has followed us so far will now be prepared for the emergence of the dispute as to the learning of Shakespeare, of which we propose to trace the history, and he will furthermore be in a position to appreciate the conditions and limitations under which it was carried on. It may be objected that after all this was but a storm in a teacup, and is hardly worth our attention today, and it is true that the critics whose names carry most weight, Dryden, Pope, and Theobald for instance, refrained from committing themselves to either extreme; but a controversy which may be said to have begun with Benjamin, and ended with Samuel, Johnson should not be wholly without its historical interest.
It was Pope's opinion that the dispute in question "proceeded originally from the zeal of the partizans of our author and Ben Jonson; as they endeavoured to exalt the one at the expence of the other", and there can be no doubt that what first roused the indignation of the champions of the elder poet was Jonson's unfortunate remark to Drummond, a century before Pope's time, that Shakespeare wanted art, as well as his hinting a year or so later that he had "small Latine and lesse Greeke". That there was no great harm in either of these pronouncements, and that they expressed neither more nor less than the truth, was nothing to those who were eagerly on the watch for signs of envy and malice in all Jonson's allusions to his brother dramatist. The word art was unfortunate; all that Jonson meant to convey was that Shakespeare was deficient in learning -such learning that is as he himself possessed: art in the wider sense of skill, or workmanship, he did not hesitate to concede to him, and he did this emphatically in the very same copy of verses in which he had incidentally glanced at the scantiness of his classical acquirements:
"Yet must I not give Nature all: Thy Art My gentle Shakespeare, must enjoy a part."
We may remark in passing that this antithesis between nature and art, a very misleading one at best, was long a favourite commonplace with Shakespearian critics, 1 ) and its danger is apparent from these very lines: here Jonson clearly uses "nature" in the sense of natural faculty, call it intuition, inspiration, or genius as you will: but in the next couplet: "For though the Poet's matter Nature be, His Art doth give the fashion." the case is altered, the word is used in an objective sense, and we have neither more nor less than the orthodox doctrine that the art of the poet is displayed in the imitation of nature.
But to resume, the hints we have of the progress of the dispute before the outbreak of the civil war are of the scantiest. Fuller was collecting materials for his Worthies in 1643, and we have his tantalising allusion to the "witcombates" between Shakespeare and Jonson, -combats which some Boswell, now for ever mute and inglorious, might have immortalised himself by recording, -tradition has however preserved a single scene, which must be accepted as typical of the many such that have perished. Dryden used to relate how the ever-memorable John Hales once undertook to maintain against all comers the superiority of Shakespeare to the Ancients. The place appointed for the debate was Hales's rooms at Eton: books were sent down by the champions of the Ancients, a learned and distinguished company assembled, and judges were appointed. The question was thoroughly discussed, but in spite of all that could be urged against him, the judges unanimously gave their verdict in favour of the modern poet. As Falkland was one of those present on this occasion, this remarkable scene must have taken place before September, 1643, when he fell on the field of Newbury. Rowe, writing in 1709, records this, or possibly an earlier discussion of a similar kind; but the question of Shakespeare's acquaintance with the Ancients is expressly introduced:
" That the question continued to be debated throughout the remainder of the seventeenth century we may gather from scattered expressions in various writers; indeed it seemed to be difficult to mention Shakespeare's name at all without some allusion to it. 1 ) We are therefore prepared to find a prominent place assigned to it when Shakespeare came to be edited in form in the early part of the next century. But before we pass to the Editors themselves, we may note that two of the heroes of the Dunciad, who presumed to meddle with great matters, took care to have their say on the subject. The one, Charles Gildon, who ran through a considerable fortune to end his days as a literary hack, utters a rather uncertain sound: on the one hand he insisted that Shakespeare drew his knowledge of "the fables of antiquity" direct from the originals, 2 ) on the other he opined that if the poet "had had those advantages of learning which the perfect knowledge l ) e. g. Dryden 1668 "Those who accuse him to have wanted learning". Idem 1679 "And if I drain'd no Greek or Latin store, T was that my own abundance gave me more." [the ghost of Shakespeare is speaking]. Edward Phillips 1675, "as probably his Learning was not extraordinary". Täte 1680, "I confess I cou'd never yet get a true account of his Learning, and am apt to think it more than Common Report allows him". Aubrey cir. 1680, "He understood Latine pretty well". a ) In order to confirm the dictum of Hales, he appended to a reprint of the Poems issued by Curl in 1710 a list of references to the Latin poets on topics which he had remarked in Shakespeare.
of the ancients would have given him, so great a genius as his would have made him a very dangerous rival in fame to the greatest poets of antiquity". The other, the redoubtable John Dennis, who owes his immortality to the punishment which his pugnacions attacks upon his superiors entailed, put forth in 1712 "An Essay on the genius and writings of Shakespear", in which while testifying to his admiration for the poet's "great qualities by nature", he deplores his utter ignorance of the rules of "Poetical Art": accordingly he has come to the assistance of his predecessor, and has produced a version of Coriolanus in which the blemishes of the original are removed, and the play is raised to the proper "Dignity of Tragedy". Had Shakespeare possessed any knowledge of the classics he must necessarily have proved it by an observance of their rules, and by a careful avoidance of his regrettable anachronisms and mistakes as to fact. "Therefore he who allows that Slialtespear had Learning and a familiar Acquaintance with the Ancients, ought to be looked upon as a Detractor from his extraordinary Merit, and from the Glory of Great Britain", for his merit consists in the greatness he has achieved in spite of his ignorance. The point of view of the Augustan improvers of Shakespeare is well illustrated throughout this Essay, as well as by the writer's version of Coriolanus, in which, as he proudly insists, Poetical Justice is vindicated, and Aufidius and the Tribunes are sacrificed at its shrine, as well as the hero himself.
The views expressed on our subject by the early Editors of the Plays have now to be considered. Howe, who was the first to attempt anything that deserves the title, need not detain us. As might be expected, his researches into the biography of the poet had not resulted in his being disposed to credit him with any extraordinary share of classical learning, and after deprecating the attempt to apply the rules of Aristotle to one who "liv'd under a kind of a mere Light of Nature, and had never been made acquainted with the Regularity of those written Precepts", he proceeds, characteristically enough of his day; "We are to consider him as a Man that liv'd in a State of almost universal Licence and Ignorance: There was no established Judge, but every one took the liberty to \Vrite according to the Dictates of his own Fancy". Pope, who comes next, and whose opinion on the origin of the dispute has been noticed above, is evidently inclined to side with the advocates of Shakespeare's learning: it is true he draws a just distinction between learning and languages, but he shares the errors of the time as to such figments as "Dares Phrygius", and the translations from Ovid published in Shakespeare's name. Theobald, the third editor, has decided leanings in the same direction, but he shrinks from declaring himself too positively, "and therefore the Passages, that I occasionally quote from the ClassicJcs, shall not be urged as Proofs that he knowingly imitated those Originals; but brought to show how happily he has express'd himself upon the same Topicks". His further suggestion that such resemblances may be due "to Strength of Memory, and those Impressions which he owed to the School" is felicitous, and one with which few modern students of Shakespeare will be disposed to quarrel. And to do him justice he was not one of those who deemed a knowledge confined to Greek and Latin authors the only equipment necessary for an editor of Shakespeare. This is not the place to enlarge on his merits as a textual critic: his reputation as the Porson of Shakesperian criticism has been amply vindicated by a distinguished scholar of our own day; but we must crave permission to transcribe a passage from one of his letters, which it would have been well if every tamperer with the text since his time had taken to heart: -"I ever labour to make the smallest deviations that I possibly can from the text: never to alter at all where I can by any means explain a passage into sense; nor ever by any emendations to make the author better when it is probable the text came from his own hands."
So wrote Theobald to the friend, as he then had reason to think him, who was destined to succeed himself 1 ) in the role of Shakespearian editor. It was in an evil hour for his posthumous fame that \Villiam Warburton decided to take upon himself a function, for which the result showed him to J ) in 1747: Theobald's edition appeared in 1733: in the interval had appeared Hanmer's edition of 1744. f A SHAKESPEARIAN CONTROVERSY ETC. 469 be so unfitted. The unpardonable arrogance of his treatment of his former friend and correspondent is now a matter of notoriety, but any hopes he may have cherished of supplanting his predecessors in the editorial field were doomed to disappointment; for his critical excesses brought about his ears such a hurricane of pamphlets and pasquinades, as effectually drove him back into the regions of theological controversy and the ultimate consolation of a bishopric. Of all the Shakespearian editors of the first half of the eighteenth century, and there were five of them, Warburton was the only one who failed to attain the honour of a second edition, and we may accordingly pass him by with a single extract, which will serve both as a sample of his discretion as a commentator, and as an indication of the views he favoured on the question with which we are now concerned. His text is the following line in the Two Gentlemen of Verona (Act III sc. 2):
For Orpheus' lute was strung with poets' sinews; "This shews Shakespeare's knowledge of antiquity. He here assigns Orpheus his true character of legislator. For under that of a poet only, or lover, the quality given to his lute is unintelligible. But, considered as a lawgiver, the thought is noble, and the imagery exquisitely beautiful. For by his lute is to be understood his system of laws-, and by the poefs sinews, the power of numbers, which Orpheus actually employed in those laws to make them received by a fierce and barbarous people."
The arena is now occupied on what we may term the learned side by two writers, who deserve a more extended notice. Both were bred at Oxford, both proceeded to fellowships, and both brought their stores of classical erudition to bear upon the interpretation of Shakespeare. The elder, John Upton, the abler critic and riper scholar of the two, and the son of a father himself eminent for his scholarship, l ) matriculated at Merton in 1725, and from 1728 to 1737 was a *) James Upton, Fellow of King's, and editor of Aristotle's Poetics, Ascbam's Scholcmaster, and other works.
Fellow of Exeter. In the latter year he was appointed to a prebend at Kochester, which he filled till his death in 1760. In 1739-41 he published an edition of Arrian's Epictetus, and in 1758 Spenser's Faerie Queen. In 1746 appeared his Critical Observations on Shakespeare, of which he issued a second edition with alterations and additions in 1748. This solid treatise of some 400 pages is now forgotten, but in spite of Farmer's sarcastic hints as to "the kind assistance of the various Excerpta, Sententiae, and Flores", we cannot but admire the multifarious and extensive reading to which it testifies. Not to mention modern works, the author is on terms of easy familiarity with some two score of Greek and Latin writers, and though we generally find ourselves at variance with his conclusions, he handles his subject with a directness of purpose, and freshness of style, which prevents our interest from flagging under his somewhat ponderous erudition. In the interval between the two editions Warburton had published his Shakespeare, and had not failed to advert with some severity to Upton's essay: Upton took his revenge, in a preface prefixed to his second edition, by a scathing exposure of some of Warburton's critical inanities. In what manner he had managed to offend the future prelate was at first a puzzle to him, but "upon a second consideration, which they say is the best, my surprize entirely vanished; for, as it seems, this was the gentleman, who formerly assisted M r Theobald in his edition of Shakespeare; and to write of Shakespeare without praising this coadjutor was a crime unpardonable". We are not to suppose, he tells us, that either in the preface or in the following work one hundredth part of "our critic's errors" are corrected, but we must here be content with two samples: - I'll assure the reader, 'tis Mum: I took it at first for an error of the press; but there is a long note to vindicate the alteration; and such a note as is worthy of such an alteration."
Upton is a thorough-going champion of Revolution principles, and is convinced of the "mutual connexion between civil liberty and polite literature". The French monarchy and the French fashions which "our frenchified king" brought into England at the Restoration are his abhorrence; and disgusted by the frivolities of Restoration literature he looks back to the age of Elizabeth, "when even the court ladies learnt Greek", as a golden age, when learned poets, -Shakespeare and Jonson to wit, were the glory of our nation; but as for our earlier literature it is merely barbarous and gothic, and since we are ever in danger of relapsing into our original barbarity, is is only by a close study of classical models that we can hope the clothe our barbarous material in a proper dress. It will be found that civil liberty and polite literature have ever gone hand in hand, and it is not to rude tales of British Chivalry that we must go, if we want "natural and rightly improved manners: for these our poets must go abroad, and from Attic and Roman flowers collect their honey .... Shakespeare never writes so below himself as when he keeps closest to our most authentic chronicles, and fights over the battles between the houses of York and Lancaster". Fortunately however "he was early initiated into the sacred company of the Muses", and "his beloved studies" gave him "sufficient helps, either from abroad, or at home, to midwife into the world his great and beautiful conceptions, and to give them birth and being". The point of view of an extremist of the classical school could not be more forcibly put. Following in the wake of Dryden, Upton devotes the first of the three Books of which his treatise is composed to enquiring how far Shakespeare conforms to the rules of Aristotle; and if we make due allowance for the writer's bias, we must own that he discusses the question with justice and moderation. That the principles of Aristotle may be illustrated by the practice of Shakespeare, is only to say in other words that Shakespeare understood his business, and this Upton has little difficulty in proving; moreover, to do him justice, he nowhere yields to the temptation of suggesting that the poet was a conscious disciple of the philosopher.
Having thus in his first Book discovered that the dramatist is an author "worthy of criticism in a larger and more extensive view", he proceeds in his second Book to consider the question of the text, the causes of its corruption, and the true principles on which it should be retrieved and amended. Nothing could be sounder than the general principles of criticism which he lays down. To his emphatic insistence on the necessity for a correct standard of taste, to his vigorous protests against rash tamperings with the text on the part of enterprising but ill-instructed emendators \ve assent without reserve; but as soon as he applies himself to the detection of imitations of the ancients we are forced to part company with him, and to admire his ingenuity rather than his impartiality. Thus if he finds an allusion to the miraculous properties of Adonis' garden, -one of the classical commonplaces, which formed the stock in trade of Elizabethan penmen, -he opines that Shakespeare "had his eye" upon Homer. When in Macbeth, Harpier cries, 'Tis time, 'tis time, we learn -that Harper (so Upton spells it after Pope) was "a dog's name; one of their [the witches] familiars. So one of Acteon's hounds was named ... Our poet shows his great knowledge in antiquity in making the dog give the signal. Hecate's dogs are mentioned in all the poets almost". If an insinuating visitor wishes to please the lady of the house by the remark that her husband "sits mongst men like a descended god", -there is no less learning than elegance in the expression, for "the Greeks call these descended Gods, χαταιβάτας, and Jupiter was peculiarly worshipped as such, as more frequently descending in thunder and lightning to punish guilty mortals: amongst whose titles and inscriptions you frequently meet with Διός καταιβάτον". The third Book is an anticipation of the modern Shakespearian Grammar; that is to say, from a study of the poets' usages certain rules are deduced, and formally enunciated with illustrations from the text: it is worth noticing however, that Upton seems to think that the poet was as learned a grammarian as himself and consciously laid down these rules for his guidance "when he commenced author and writer in form"! Upton concludes with a re-statement of the evergreen question, Is there a law in matters of taste ? this, as we have seen he answers in the affirmative.
It was within a year or two of Upton's retirement to his prebend at Rochester that the other Oxford upholder of Shakespeare's classical learning matriculated at St. John's, of which college he became a Fellow in 1743. Peter Whalley is now remembered by a few as the predecessor of Gifford in the work of editing Ben Jonson. This edition, of little merit, appeared in 1756. Whalley was a master at Christ's Hospital and subsequently held two or three livings, but owing to his wife's extravagance he became involved in money troubles, and died at Ostend in 1791. His Enquiry into the learning of Shakspeare, with remarks on several passages of his Plays. In a conversation betiveen Eugenius and Neander, 1748, is a juvenile production, inferior to Upton's both in originality and power. He shares the ignorance of Pope as to the originals with which he supposes Shakespeare to have been acquainted, and much of his general criticism is merely a reproduction of that of his predecessors. His belief as to the learning of the poet is not based upon ground more convincing than the recollection of "many parallel places, which I had taken notice of in the study of the classics . .. sufficient in some measure to persuade me that Shakespeare was more indebted to the ancients than is commonly imagined". Of more interest to us than the said parallels, are his remarks as to the steadily increasing popularity of Shakespeare in the middle of the eighteenth century as opposed to the indifference of "the late age": this he attributes, firstly to the labours of his several editors, and secondly to the performances of "an incomparable actor", to wit David Garrick.
We might be tempted to suggest that this statement of the case should be reversed, that it is the demand which creates the supply, and that the emergence both of editors and actors was the effect, rather than the cause, of the awakening interest in our older literature, which was one of the most distinctive notes of the day. In fact a new era of Shakespearian interpretation was at hand: Thomas Percy was ransacking ancient libraries for the materials of his Reliques, Chatterton was deep in his romantic fabrications, and a chosen band of lynx-eyed enthusiasts were ready to pounce upon any black-letter fragment that lumber-room or bookstall might reveal. It was obvious that as soon as Shakespeare began to be studied in the blaze of light that these discoveries threw upon his writings, the bubble would be pricked, and that the poet would be rescued from the uneasy niche in the temple of learning to which he had been so laboriously elevated. The pioneers in this pious work were Edward Capell, and Richard Farmer: both were Cambridge men, both had been indefatigable in their pursuit of every long forgotten pamphlet and play-book of the days of Elizabeth and James, and in their knowledge of "all such reading as was never read" they were without a rival. Of the editorial labours of Capell it is not our province to speak, they would require a paper to themselves. Suffice it to say that on the question of Shakespeare's knowledge of the tongues he takes up the cautious and moderate position of Theobald. His friend Farmer was a man of a more combative temper: master of Emmanuel and prebendary successively of Lichfield, Canterbury and St. Paul's he was a familiar figure in the world of letters both at his university and in town. Charles Knight, because he considered that Farmer's celebrated essay detracted from the glory of his hero, was pleased to sneer as him as a "mere pedant". No verdict was ever more undeserved: the life of the combination-room and the club, it was reported of him that there were three things which he loved, old port, old books, and old clothes: witty, lucid, and effective, his essay is anything but pedantic, and as for his veneration for Shakespeare, he himself declared that "Shakespeare wanted not the stilts of languages to raise him above all other men". The Essay on the Learning of ShaJcspcare appeared in 1767 and was declared by Johnson to have "completely finished a controversy beyond all further doubt" 1 ): those who have read it will not wonder that it achieved immediate popularity, and that it continued to be reprinted for half a century. It took the form of a letter addressed to Joseph Cradock, a Leicestershire friend of Farmer's, and according to Boswell "a very pleasing gentleman". This happy device gave full scope to the writer's colloquial talents, and enabled him to convert what in other hands might have proved but a dreary disquisition, into a tour de force of poignant pleasantry. It was not difficult for him to show that in every case in which Shakespeare had been supposed to. have drawn his materials from the original Greek or Latin, he might have, and in some cases certainly did have, recourse to translations; or that the scraps of antiquarian learning, with which he had been credited, were the common property of the whole fraternity of poetasters and pamphleteers. That he is determined to lose nothing by understating his case is only to be expected; he is equally uncompromising in the few pages which he devotes to the poet's supposed acquaintance with French and Italian, and his conclusion of the whole matter is more dogmatic than judicial: -"He remembered perhaps enough of his school-boy learning to put the Hig, hag, hog, into the mouth of Sir Hugh Evans; and might pick up in the writers of his time, or the course of his conversation, a familiar phrase or two of French or Italian: but his studies were most demonstratively confined to nature and his own language"
Johnson, whose edition of Shakespeare was published two years before Farmer's essay, does not fail to take formal notice of the controversy in his immortal preface. His language, as !) * "D r Farmer", said Johnson, "you have done that which was never done before; that is, you have completely finished a controversy beyond all further doubt.'" we might expect, is more guarded than Farmer's, but he expresses himself in much the same sense. For the classics he is content to take his stand on the small Latin and less Greek conceded by his namesake, and he does not feel it incumbent upon him to believe that "when Caliban, after a pleasing dream, says Ί cried to sleep again', the author imitates Anacreon, who had, like every other man, the same wish on the same occasion". As for modern languages he "can find no sufficient ground of determination", but is "inclined to believe that he read little more than English."
We have now reached the conclusion of this once famous, but now forgotten controvers} 7 . From our account it is clear that even if the last word had not been said, it must have died a natural death. Modern enquirers, who have set themselves to investigate what the learning of Shakespeare was, have adopted a more scientific method, and instead of arguing from his writings to his knowledge, have attempted to settle what that knowledge was by beginning at the other end, 1 ) and asking themselves the preliminary question, What did Shakespeare learn at school ? The answer that may be given to this, such as it is, is however outside the limits of the present paper.
